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% me^ and now I am not certain of that l1 think} which previously was
so clear.   I dream I think, I don't think it.

'Nay,' you reply, 'he who dreams thinks'

I see light.    To dream is to think, and to think is to dream.

' Not at all,' you say. ' To thinlc extends more widely than to
dream. He who dreams thinks ; but he who thinks, does not there/we
dream, but thinks in the waking state'

But is that so ? Do you dream that or do you think it ? What!
if you are dreaming when you say that thought is a wider term than
dreaming, will it therefore be wider ? If you care I shall have no
trouble in dreaming tJiat dreaming is wider than thinking. Whence
do you have your knowledge that thought is the wider term, if thought
does not exist but only dreaming ? What will happen if, so often as
you thought that you were awake and thinking, you were not awake
and thinking, but you dreamed that you were awake, and thinking,
and consequently the operation is merely the single one of dreaming,
which you employ on the one occasion when dreaming that you dream,
and on the other, in dreaming that you are awake and thinking.
What will you do now ? You are silent. Do you want to take my
advice ? Let us find another ford. This is doubtful and untrust-
worthy ; so much so that I am really surprised that you tried to
show me the ivay across without having made trial of it before.
Don't therefore ask me loho it was I formerly believed myself to be,
but whom I now dream that I formerly dreamed myself to be. This
done, I shall reply to you. But lest our discourse be impeded by
the use of words proper to people who dream, I shall employ the lan-
guage of our looking state, provided .you remember that e to think'
means henceforth merely cto dream' and that nothing more is
affirmed in your thoughts than by a dreamer in his dreams. Nay
you must designate your method a Method of Dreaming, and this
must be the culmination of your art, viz.: He who reasons well
dreams. I think this doctrine will go down well, because you proceed
asfolloivs.

' What therefore did I formerly believe myself to be?3

Noiv here is the stone on which I previously stumbled. We must
both take care. Wherefot~e suffer me to ask why you did not premise
the statement ' I am one of the things that I formerly had believed
myself to be,' or ' I am that ivhich I formerly believed myself to be.9

You say there is no need to do so.

.    Nay, pardon me,  there is the greatest need.    Otherwise your
labour is all in vain in discovering what you formerly believed